and positive word of mouth for the competitor. Should Chevrolet have responded to Janelle's complaints, and if so, in what way?
Introduction
When consumers are dissatisfied with a consumption experience, they usually respond in one of the following ways (Hirschman, 1970) : (1) stop using an organization's products/services and take their business to a competitor, (2) file a complaint with the organization that is responsible for the dissatisfying consumption experience, or (3) talk about their dissatisfying consumption experience with fellow consumers (negative word of mouth). Janelle McCoy, a former loyal customer of Chevrolet, decided to combine all responses with the help of social media. In a series of comments on Facebook and Twitter, in which Chevrolet was either tagged or addressed (@chevrolet), Janelle shared her dissatisfaction with one of Chevrolet's car dealers. In doing so, she not only engaged in negative word of mouth (NWOM) but also complaint behaviour. As can be seen from the excerpt of the Twitter dialogue depicted by Figure 4 .1, Janelle's comments addressed a double audience consisting of not only other consumers but also the organization responsible for the dissatisfying consumption experience. Consumers such as Janelle increasingly voice their complaints as electronic NWOM, with the aim to draw the attention of organizations and, as such, enforce service excellence. Thus, after receiving no satisfactory response from Chevrolet, Janelle decided to take her business to a competitor and to share this decision with other consumers on Facebook and Twitter as well. The result was a switching customer and even more NWOM for Chevrolet, and a new customer 4 Webcare as an Integrative Tool for Customer Care, Reputation Management, and Online Marketing: A Literature Review of mouth (WOM) (Gruen, Osmonbekov, and Czaplewski, 2006) . In the context of social media, the question arises as to whether complaining and WOM can still be considered as separate response strategies. Traditionally, complaining refers to dyadic communication involving only the complainant and the organization. Now that consumers are sharing their complaints with other consumers and stakeholders on social media platforms, complaining has shifted into triadic communication, involving not only the complainant and the organization but also other stakeholder groups observing the complainant's voice behaviour towards the organization (Lee and Song, 2010) .
Due to the blurring boundaries between complaint behaviour and WOM in the online context, a dissatisfying experience may have severe consequences for an organization, with negative implications for not only customer satisfaction but also its image and reputation. This happened to United Airlines when musician Dave Carroll's $3500 guitar was broken during baggage handling on a flight from Halifax, Nova Scotia, to Omaha, Nebraska. After this service failure, and a series of customer care failures (the organization refused to compensate for the damage), the musician wrote a song to protest against the organization. With the verse "I should have flown with someone else, or gone by car, 'cause United breaks guitars", the song became an immediate hit on YouTube amassing more than 150,000 views in one day and five million views one month later (Tripp and Grégoire, 2011) .
To prevent dissatisfying customer experiences from reaching others, and/or having negative effects on a larger audience of stakeholder groups, many organizations have appointed one or more organizational representatives to monitor and, when deemed necessary, intervene in online discussions. Such practices have become known as webcare, that is, "the act of engaging in online interactions with (complaining) consumers, by actively searching the web to address consumer feedback (e.g., questions, concerns and complaints)" (Van Noort and Willemsen, 2012: 133) . Webcare is concurrently directed to customers, who post negative comments in the online environment, and a larger audience that might read these negative comments. By serving multiple audiences, webcare also serves multiple organizational goals as is demonstrated by Figure 4 .2.
First of all, webcare serves the goals of customer care. In this sense, the goal of webcare is to signal customer problems with the organization's 2 service or product. By doing so, the organization is in the position to solve such problems to the satisfaction of the customer in order to meet or even exceed their expectations. In the latter case, the customer may stop posting negative comments, or even post positive comments about their satisfactory experience with the webcare encounter, with positive consequences for the reputation of the organization.
Webcare can affect the reputation of an organization indirectly, but also directly. As webcare responses are observed by many other Internet users, not just the complainant, they can influence people's impressions of the organization without needing the customer to post any positive comments. By engaging in webcare, organizations demonstrate that they take the concerns of consumers seriously, which may prevent online comments from becoming crises. Thus, from a public relations (PR) perspective, webcare can also be used as a means of reputation and relationship management: Before negative comments escalate, organizations can use social media to track important issues in the organization's environment, in order to manage and restore one's reputation and its relationships with stakeholders (Coombs, 2002) .
Thirdly, webcare can be used as a marketing tool (Willemsen, Neijens, and Bronner, 2013) . The insights that derive from monitoring what people are saying about an organization can be used as input to improve its products and services. Moreover, by intervening in online discussions, webcare may be able to affect the valence of online sentiment, and as such, positively affect stakeholders' evaluations of organizations.
Serving multiple organizational goals, webcare teams can be embedded in different departments of the organization. According to this study, conducted by the Dutch agency Upstream (2013) , webcare is increasingly incorporated in customer service departments where the handling of online complaints is more and more integrated with other channels such as telephone, mail or email. It should come as no surprise that webcare is gradually more employed by multifunctional teams, consisting of representatives from other departments such as public relations, communications, and marketing. As webcare serves many goals and many audiences simultaneously, and because it involves many organizational departments, it overarches multiple communication subdisciplines.
Serving as a means to support customer care, PR, and marketing, webcare has been studied from the perspectives of these three disciplines. In this chapter, we will therefore use insights and research findings from all three disciplines to provide a state-of-the-art literature review on webcare. The aim of this literature review is to provide practical guidelines for developing webcare as an integrative tool for reputation management, marketing, and customer care. More specifically, we step-by-step discuss the choices organizations need to make when engaging in webcare. First, we will discuss whether an organization should engage in webcare at all, then we will discuss the question when to respond. Next, we will turn to the content of a webcare response by discussing what to say in response and what communication style to use (i.e., how to formulate a response).
Should one engage in webcare
Monitoring tools and monitoring agencies make it easy to keep track of all the good and bad reviews, opinions, or comments that are posted on social media outlets. In fact, this so-called social listening became a priority for nearly half of the organizations in 2013 (Altimeter Group, 2013) . The rationale is clear: when organizations listen to what people say and write on these outlets, they are in the position to take strategic action. The first important decision that an organization needs to make when developing an effective webcare strategy, is determining whether to respond or not to the negative reviews, opinions, or comments that people post on social media. Many organizations are left in a quandary over what to do, as both responding and not responding may lead to unfavourable consequences. When a response is not well received by the complainant, and/or the reading audience, webcare might do a brand's image and organizational reputation more damage than good. The fear for a reaction like this often holds organizations back from responding with webcare. Not (yet) responding is also option. Yet, the potential downside of this strategy is that both the complainant and the observing audience might think that the organization does not care about the opinions of the stakeholders, thereby resulting in even more organizational damage. Chevrolet has learned this the hard way (see Figure 4 .1): When Chevrolet did not respond to Janelle's initial complaint (C), the observing audience picked up on her feedback, resulting in a negative dialogue among stakeholders (A1-A3) to which even more people on Twitter are exposed. Then when a response took even longer, she became more and more dissatisfied and posted more negative comments about Chevrolet (W1 and W2).
Organizations deal with this dilemma differently. In 2011, Dekay (2012) content analysed the official Facebook pages of the ten largest organizations within four industries (banking, retail, software and services, and household and personal products). For each organization, he collected the number of negative comments, which were defined as any "remarks that evince criticism of an organization's products, services, employees, or social practices" (Dekay, 2012: 291) . He also collected the percentage of negative comments to which responses were posted. Responses were posted either by a representative of the organization, by other fans of the Facebook page, or a combination of both. Interestingly, only 60 per cent of the organizations responded to fewer than 25 per cent of the negative comments and only one corporate Facebook site responded to more than 75 per cent of the negative comments. A more recent study that specifically examined webcare on Twitter, among the top 100 advertisers in the Netherlands, provides similar results. In only 40 per cent of the cases in which the organization was addressed with an @-mention, the organization responded to the tweet (Coosto, 2013) . The same picture is derived from a study conducted by Willemsen and her colleagues (2013) . They surveyed online complainants ( n = 1132) who posted negative comments on a variety of brands from different industries in one or more online media, such as social networking sites, online communities, online forums, and (micro) blogs. Only 26 per cent of their respondents indicated that they received a webcare response. Though the number of negative comments in social media addressed by organizations is increasing over the last years (Coosto, 2013) , organizations clearly do not always make use of the opportunity to respond to negative comments. This is a missed opportunity, as prior research shows beneficial effects for webcare as a tool in support of public relations management, customer care, and marketing. Related to customer care, Demmers and his colleagues (2013) conducted a scenario-based experiment among members of a consumer panel ( n = 1.267). They were exposed to a negative customer comment about a service encounter with an online bookstore and asked to imagine having posted the comment themselves. The comment was either followed or not followed by a webcare response from the organization. Next, panel members were asked to rate their satisfaction with the online service encounter. Results demonstrated that consumers were far more satisfied when an organization posted a response in reply to this negative comment than when a response was lacking.
With respect to webcare as a marketing tool, several studies demonstrated that webcare is effective in positively influencing potential consumers who are exposed to negative comments posted by someone else. This was demonstrated by a recent study showing that potential consumers who are exposed to NWOM about a car brand, within the context of an online forum, evaluate the brand more positively when the brand responds to this negative feedback . Another experiment that was conducted in the context of hospitality showed similar results. In this experiment potential customers were exposed to a restaurant review site (Lee and Cranage, in press ). In the case that reviewers did not show much consensus, meaning that some reviews were positive and others were negative, a response by the restaurant was able to minimize attitude change among the potential consumers into the negative direction.
For managing public relations, research demonstrates somewhat mixed effects of webcare responses. In a recent experiment respondents were exposed to a complaint about a well-known fashion brand on Facebook (Van Noort, Willemsen, and Antheunis, 2013) after which feedback by the organization followed or lacked. According to the results, a webcare response was more effective than no webcare response. Providing corporate feedback to the complaint promoted favourable organization-public relationships. More specifically, when an organization responds to the complaint people who read the complaint and the webcare response evaluate it as more trustworthy. However, in another experiment (Lee and Song, 2010: experiment 2) it was demonstrated that when an organization responds to negative feedback on a review site, potential consumers are more likely to hold the organization (and not an external factor) responsible for the problem.
When to respond
All in all, the literature suggests that responding to complaints in social media is in general a wise thing to do. But should one respond to each and every negative comment? Van Noort and Willemsen have pointed to two different approaches that should be considered in this respect: reactive and proactive webcare. Webcare can be posted in reply to a customer's request to respond to their complaint (reactive webcare). This request can be expressed explicitly (e.g., by asking the organization to solve a problem) or implicitly (e.g., tagging or addressing an organization). For example, Janelle indirectly requested Chevrolet to respond to her complaint, as is demonstrated by the @-mention in her comment (see excerpt C1 in Figure 4 .1). In proactive webcare, organizational responses are not preceded by any direct or indirect requests from the complainant to respond .
A few studies indicate that consumers do not always desire or request a webcare response. In fact, only somewhat more than half of all online complainants expect an organizational response. This was first demonstrated by Willemsen et al.'s (2012;  Turning to what organizations do, the empirical study conducted by Huibers and Verhoeven (in press) shows that organizations deal with this dilemma in different ways. They observed that on Twitter organizations responded reactively to complaints in 75 per cent ( n = 301) of all analysed Twitter dialogues. In 25 per cent of the dialogues ( n = 102), the organization took proactive action and responded to negative comments in which the consumer did not ask for feedback. Thus, organizations mainly seem to engage in Twitter conversations when asked.
Organizations who take on a reactive webcare strategy are on the right track, as empirical studies provide support for the effectiveness of the reactive approach. In their experiment, Van Noort and Willemsen (2012) clearly demonstrated that observers of online negative comments evaluate a brand more positively after being exposed to reactive webcare than after being exposed to proactive webcare. Thus, for observers of negative comments and the subsequent organizational response, reactive webcare responses are able to alleviate the negative consequences.
Research on the value of webcare for customer care obtained similar effects for customer satisfaction. In this context, Willemsen et al. (2013) demonstrated that a complainant was more satisfied with the webcare encounter when the complainant desired a response. Also, in their study, Demmers et al. (2013) demonstrated that the complainant is more satisfied with an organizational response when such a response was posted reactively (vs. proactively). Thus, for both marketing and customer care purposes, a reactive webcare strategy was demonstrated to be more effective than a proactive strategy. Hence, the general rule of thumb should be to only take action when it is explicitly asked for.
All in all, research shows the general picture that responding to online negative comments is better than taking no action at all. This does not mean that one should respond to each and every negative comment. Reactive webcare, evidently, is more effective. Webcare, thus, seems to be a promising tool for customer care, reputation management, and marketing in an era of consumer-empowering media. Despite this positive picture, organizations should realize that webcare may also backfire when not handled with care. When audiences perceive the webcare intervention to be intrusive, or unwelcome, it may cause more harm than good. Because of the possible backfiring effects, it is vital to understand response strategies that are effective for customer care, reputation, and marketing management. The literature provides some valuable insights in how to handle webcare. Adequacy of the webcare intervention may depend on what is being said in the response and how it is said. The "what" and "how" questions are considered in the following sections.
What to say in webcare
Although webcare adds a new and public channel to deal with customer complaints, service recovery and complaint handling as such are tasks that most organizations already have a lengthy experience with. The aim of service recovery is to restore customer satisfaction after a negative customer experience, which in turn should reduce the chances of customer defection and NWOM.
Post-complaint customer satisfaction is best explained by customers' justice perceptions, which in turn are related to the way an organization responds to customer complaints. This can best be illustrated by the "United Breaks Guitars" case, where the customer responded not only to the fact that United Airlines personnel broke his guitar, but also to the unwillingness of United to listen to his story and to compensate for the loss of his guitar. Such double deviations -an initial failure, followed by an inadequate response -incite strong feelings of injustice and a strong desire for revenge (Joireman et al., 2013) . In an influential paper on how customers evaluate complaint handling by service providers, Tax et al. (1998: 60) describe complaint handling as "a sequence of events in which a procedure, beginning with communicating the complaint, generates a process of interaction through which a decision and outcome occurs". Customers evaluate each step in this process in terms of its fairness: the perceived fairness of the outcomes (distributive justice), the procedures used to achieve these outcomes (procedural justice), and the interpersonal treatment during the interactions between the organization and the customer procedures (interactional justice).
According to theories on distributive justice, people evaluate the fairness of outcomes by calculating the ratio of one's input and the outcome, and subsequently compare this outcome to previous outcomes or outcomes that others have achieved (Adams, 1965; Colquitt et al., 2001) . From this perspective, an evaluation of service recovery would entail evaluating the ratio between the costs (e.g., price paid for the service, the extra effort because of the service failure) and the outcomes (e.g., compensation by the service provider). If this ratio is lower than what other customers got, or lower than the ratio in previous service recovery experiences, distributive justice will be perceived as low. These effects are not only true for customer care. Huibers and Verhoeven (in press) showed that a webcare response that accommodates the individual needs of the complainant protects the organization's reputation better than a response that defends the organization's needs (e.g., denial) and marginally better than a response that addresses the collective needs of all consumers. Thus, fairness of the outcome is also important in the eyes of the observing audience, and thus for webcare as a tool for reputation management.
Extant research shows that customers not only take into consideration the outcomes of complaint handling but also the procedures that were used to derive these outcomes (Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Lind and Tyler, 1988) . These procedures should grant some control to people, for example, by giving them the opportunity to tell their version of what happened and to state the arguments behind their claims. If people perceive no control over these procedures, they will perceive the fairness of these procedures as low.
Complaint handling consists of one or several episodes of interaction, which may take place using one or more of the channels available to the organization and the customer. The quality of the interpersonal treatment (e.g., politeness, amount of empathy) determines the justice that people perceive, above and beyond the quality of the outcomes and the procedures used during service recovery (Tax et al., 1998) . This justice dimension, which refers to the dignity and respect shown during interaction, has been labelled interactional justice (Bies and Shapiro, 1987) .
Although judgments of distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice are typically highly correlated (for example, we tend to think that unfair outcomes are caused by unfair procedures), several studies show that each aspect uniquely explains differences in post-service recovery customer satisfaction. A recent meta-analysis of 87 empirical studies on complaint handling by Gelbrich and Roschk (2011) shows that indeed all three justice dimensions play a role in restoring customer satisfaction. The authors looked at the effects of justice perceptions on both transaction-specific satisfaction (i.e., satisfaction with the way the complaint was handled) and cumulative satisfaction (i.e., satisfaction with the services and the service provider as a whole). Gelbrich and Roschk (2011) conclude that distributive justice has the largest effect on transaction-specific satisfaction, whereas cumulative satisfaction is best predicted by interactional justice and, to a lesser extent, procedural justice. In sum, cumulative satisfaction best predicts loyalty, whereas transaction-specific satisfaction best predicts WOM.
Given the importance of fairness perceptions in complaint handling, an important goal for webcare teams is to bring about perceptions of fairness to both the customer and a possible audience. This makes the question of how to respond to complaints posted in social media an important one. Several response types have been distinguished, which can be grouped in each of three categories: compensation, favourable employee behaviour, and organizational procedures (Gelbrich and Roschk, 2011) . Compensation may refer both to solving the problem (e.g., repairing, replacing, or compensating a faulty product) and apologizing, which can be considered a form of psychological compensation. Favourable employee behaviours are behaviours that signal attentiveness and credibility, for example, by listening carefully and explaining the reasons behind decisions. Organizational procedures are "policies, procedures, and structures a company has in place to provide a smooth complaint-handling process" (Gelbrich and Roschk, 2011: 26) and are best signalled by facilitation and timeliness. All three organizational response types explain considerable portions of the differences in fairness perceptions and, through this, in customer satisfaction.
The response types distinguished by Gelbrich and Roschk (2011) are based on the literature on customer service, but are reminiscent of distinctions that have been made in literature on PR and crisis communication. Within the realm of crisis communication in social media, Kerkhof et al. (2011) have examined the effects of these response types for public relation purposes. Indeed, they showed that the substance of a response matters to the audience: accommodative responses were appreciated (slightly) more than denial of the problem at hand. Similar results were obtained by Purnawiran (2013) , who examined the effects of various response types on observers' brand evaluations, patronage, and word of mouth intentions. The results demonstrated that, especially when complaints are posted in the midst of other comments that are also negative, organizations need to make more effort to instigate positive effects; that is, to apologize and take corrective action. At present, organizations do not always adopt the response types that are found to be most effective. Huiberts and Verhoeven (2014) find three clusters of response strategies that are frequently employed by webcare teams: apologizing and corrective action; justification and denial; and information, sympathy, and compensation. In an analysis of webcare responses on Twitter, Huiberts and Verhoeven find that information is by far the most frequently employed response type (used in 66 per cent of all responses), followed by apologizing (30 per cent) and expressing sympathy (24 per cent). Likewise, in a recent analysis of two Finnish webcare accounts on Facebook, apologies were rarely ever offered (Lillqvist and LouhialaSalminen, 2013) .
Reasoning from the effect studies as discussed above, webcare teams should take corrective action and apologize in cases where this is justified, should be attentive and empathic in their communication, respond promptly, and facilitate easy complaint handling. Moreover, given the public nature of webcare, these responses should be made visible not only to the customer, which can (and sometimes has to) take place in non-public communications (e.g., direct messaging, or DM, on Twitter; private messages on Facebook; email). There are several ways to do so. For example, international airline KLM updates the expected response time on their profile information on Twitter, which may help to signal promptness. Webcare teams thereby should keep their responses, as far as they refer to the dimensions mentioned above, public and not try to move the conversation from social media to private channels. As shown by the case described in Figure 4 .1, Chevrolet fell short on all criteria. It took too long for Chevrolet to respond (see excerpt W1), and once responding, the organization tried to take the dialogue outside of the public domain in an attempt to relinquish control (see excerpt W2/ W3). In the meanwhile, Chevrolet kept Janelle waiting for a satisfactory outcome (see excerpt W3/W4); although the organization apologized for her dissatisfying experience, they did not take corrective action to resolve the problem that caused Janelle to voice her dissatisfying experience on Twitter. Chevrolet thereby created a triple deviation situation: an initial service failure, followed by an inadequate response from traditional customer care channels, which subsequently is followed by an inadequate response from the webcare. When consumers' complaints are repeatedly ignored or inadequately addressed, they may interpret the firm's actions as insults to their value as customers (Ward and Ostrom, 2006) . Thus, as a revenge, they may publicly oppose an organization and switch to a competing brand, as Janelle did by purchasing a Ford Fiesta and proudly sharing her purchase on Twitter and Facebook. This was especially likely to happen as Ford did seem to care about her interests, as was demonstrated by their prompt reply and attentive response in which the organization showed that it is responsive to her needs (see excerpt R1).
What communication style to use in webcare
As noted in the previous section, complaint handling is not only evaluated based on its outcomes (i.e., whether one receives compensation for the negative experience), but also based on the quality of the interpersonal treatment. This may be even more important for webcare, as it involves complaint handling in settings that are created for the sole purpose of social and collaborative interaction. Indeed, the literature argues that, within the context of social media, organizations are expected to engage in a dialogue with their key audiences (Kwon and Sung, 2010) . This has implications for what communication style to use in online communications such as webcare.
These implications were first highlighted by Searls and Weinberger in The Cluetrain Manifesto (2001) , in which the authors called for a need to adopt a "markets as conversations" approach (i.e., an approach that focuses on building collaborative relationships through conversational communication with an organization's audience rather than making them the target of promotional marketing messages). A conversational style of communication based on Searls and Weinberger's (2001) notion of markets as conversations was later conceptualized as conversational human voice : "an engaging and natural style of organizational communication as perceived by an organization's public based on interactions between individuals in the organization and individuals in publics" (Kelleher, 2009: 117) . For being perceived as engaging and natural it is imperative for organizations to imbue some sense of human communication attributes into their online interactions with audiences (Kelleher and Miller, 2006: 409) . On a more operational level, a human voice reflects attributes such as being open to dialogue and providing prompt feedback, but also attributes that are typically not associated with corporate communications such as communicating with a sense of humour, admitting mistakes, and treating others as human.
Although social media allows for conversational communication with a human voice, not all brands seem to take advantage of this opportunity in their webcare interactions. This is demonstrated by a recent content analysis of 403 webcare responses from 20 different brands on Twitter (Huibers and Verhoeven, in press ). According to the results, organizations adopt only a moderate degree of conversational human voice in their webcare interactions; the average human voice was around the midpoint of a five-point scale ( M = 2.93, SD = .77), ranging from 1 "conveying no conversational human voice at all" to 5 "conveying an extremely high degree of conversational human voice". Moreover, 31.5 per cent of the webcare interactions were found to convey no or only a low degree of conversational human voice (< 2.5), and 24.1 per cent revealed some or a high degree of conversational human voice (< 3.5 on a five-point scale). Similar results were obtained by a survey that was administered amongst a representative panel of Dutch consumers who had posted negative comments on social networking sites, (micro) blogs, and consumer fora ( n = 1132, Willemsen, Van Noort, and Antheunis, 2013) . Webcare responses that were posted in reply to the negative comments of these consumers were perceived to demonstrate a moderate degree of conversational human voice ( M = 5.00, SD = 2.21 on a 10-point scale).
By adopting a communication style that reflects more of a human voice, organizations can leverage to potential of webcare to serve as a tool in support of customer care, public relations, and marketing. This is demonstrated by prior research that reported correlational and experimental evidence for the positive outcomes of conversational human voice; the more an organization is perceived as using conversationalstyle communication, the more it is able to foster trust, commitment, satisfaction, and control mutuality. These effects were demonstrated for online forms of communication such as corporate blogs (Kelleher and Miller, 2006; Kelleher, 2009; Sweetsar and Metzgar, 2007) and webcare communication more specifically . Other studies show that brands engender more positive brand/product attitudes, and higher purchase intentions, when they are perceived to demonstrate a conversational human voice in their webcare responses to negative comments (Kerkhof et al., 2011; Van Noort and Willemsen, 2012) .
Given the beneficial effects of conversational human voice, how can organizations establish a sense of conversational human voice in their webcare communications? The literature mentions various tactics including the use of (1) message personalization, (2) informal speech, and (3) invitational rhetoric.
Message personalization refers to the degree to which a message can be made to address a specific individual (Walther, 2011) . Both the receiver (the complaining consumer) and the sender (i.e., the organization) of the webcare message can be the subject of personalization (cf. Smith, 2004) . Tactics to personalize the message to the receiver includes the use of second-person pronouns such as "you" and "your", and/or by identifying the receiver by direct address (e.g., "Hi Janelle"). These tactics invite receivers into the conversations (Kwon and Sung, 2011; Pollach, 2005; Willemsen et al., 2013) . This was clearly demonstrated when Ford intervened in the Twitter dialogue with personalized webcare after observing Janelle's complaint with Chevrolet (see Figure 4 .1, excerpt R1). Ford also used tactics to personalize the organization. Such tactics include the use of first-person pronouns such as "I" and "we", and/or the use of human representatives that are either identified by name or photo (e.g., use of ^SA in tweets, see excerpts R1 and O2 in Figure 4 .1). With the latter tactics, the webcare response is perceived to derive from individuals in the organization (individualized communication), rather than the organization the individuals are representing (depersonalized communication, cf: Kruikemeier et al., 2013) . This creates feelings of interacting with real human beings rather than a faceless organization (Kerkhof et al., 2011; Park and Lee, 2012) .
Informal speech involves casual and expressive language that is exchanged in everyday conversations and contrasts in this sense with the declarative and neutralized language that is often used in formal corporate communications (Kelleher and Miller, 2006) . Conversational communication in computer-mediated contexts is usually characterized as a mixed modality, with characteristics of both writing and speaking (Pollach, 2005) . Typical for written language observed in casual conversations in computer-mediated contexts is that it contains linguistic features that are conventionally used to make writing more efficient and to compensate for what written language on a computer screen cannot convey; that is, emotion and verbal nuances (e.g., body language, facial expressions, gaze). Examples are the use of contractions (e.g., "yr" instead of "your"; see excerpt R1), abbreviations (e.g., "LOL" for "laugh out loud"), and non-verbal cues such as emoticons (e.g., ":)" or "<3"; see excerpt O2 ). At the same time, computer-mediated communication also contains adverbs (e.g., "so", "really") and interjections (e.g., "oh", "wow"), which are characteristics of spoken language rather than written language (Pearce, 2005; Pollach, 2005) . Adapting to informal speech online and its conventions, as Ford did in their interactions with Janelle (see Figure 4 .1, excerpt R1), is suggested to create the illusion of face-to-face encounters with individuals in the organization (Kwon and Sung, 2011; Park, 2008) with implications of familiarity, empathy, and equality (Wierzbicka, 1991) .
Invitational rhetoric is characterized by a style of communication that is oriented to a negotiated exchange of ideas and opinions with stakeholders. Thus, in contrast to the rhetoric of persuasion that attempts to convince others to adopt the viewpoints that are being advocated by the narrator (i.e., the organization), the purpose of invitational rhetoric is to create an atmosphere of mutual understanding and appreciation of different viewpoints (Foss and Griffin, 1995) . The rationale for creating such an open atmosphere is to engage strategic constituents in direct and candid communication with the organization. Organizations can do this by explicitly inviting people to share their thoughts and experiences about the organization and by expressing commitment to the uniqueness and intrinsic value of each person's thoughts and experiences about that organization (Harrison and Barthel, 2009 ). Thus, organizations that put invitational rhetoric central in their webcare policies do not publish any mandates on their social media platforms stating the organization reserves the right to edit all comments and remove those that contain objectionable information (Dekay, 2012; Yang et al., 2010) , but instead express a concern and willingness to listen to (critical) consumers (e.g., "Let us know what you think", "submit your suggestions"; see: Kwon and Sung, 2011; Yang et al., 2010) .
The Chevy case: looking back and forward
Based on a review of the academic literature, this chapters tries to answer how organizations such as Chevrolet should engage with today's consumers who are empowered by social media to voice their complaints as electronic word of mouth to the public at large. Should organizations respond to online complaints by means of webcare ( whether question), and if so, to each and every one that is posted on the web ( when question)? And when engaging in webcare, what should organizations say in the response ( what question), and what communication style should they adopt while formulating the response ( how question)? The academic literature shows that the needs and desires of the complaining customers should be at the heart of all webcare efforts. This means that organizations should (1) reply to an online complaint only when this is desired by the complainant (i.e., reactive webcare), (2) with a prompt and attentive response that is doing justice to the experienced dissatisfaction of the complainant, that (3) demonstrates a human voice and adheres to the conventions of dialogic communication. The answers to these questions, which are described in more depth in the previous sections, can be used to inform strategic decisions about the use of webcare as an integrative tool for customer care, public relations, and marketing.
As webcare is still in its infancy, and thus also research on webcare, many other questions remain. First of all, research provides no insight into the question of how one strategic decision impacts the effect of another. For example, if an organization responds to negative comments with a standard response in which the organization apologizes for every wrongdoing the organization is accused of (see excerpt W3, Figure 4 .1) this might not result in the positive effects as described in this chapter (e.g., perceived justice). Observing or receiving an apology that is preceded by numerous other apologies in reply to previous posted complaints, the organization's webcare response might be interpreted as inauthentic. Thus the effectiveness of a certain response strategy might depend on prior response strategies used. Moreover, in practice, organizations often combine various types of responses in one message (Shazalli and Lancendorfer, 2013) and so far it is unknown how combining these responses would affect PR, marketing, and customer care outcomes. It is likely that response types influence each other. Initial support for this assumption has been found by Purnawirawan (2012) . She demonstrates that a simple apology in webcare might not be effective, unless it is followed by corrective action to solve the problems and/or a promise that the problem will not occur again. Combining multiple responses in deciding "what to say" may thus be more effective than utilizing just one. Also, the what question might interact with the how question. As we know from interpersonal communication, it makes a difference in what way an apology is formulated. An apology can be formulated in multiple ways, such as "I'm sorry", "excuse me", and "my apologies". Moreover, the tone matters as well: saying "I'm sorry" but sounding irritated does not communicate a sincere apology. Sometimes not what people are saying, but how they are saying it, is more decisive for the communication partner when deciding to forgive or not. Perceived genuineness and authenticity is pivotal in this respect. An apology that is perceived to express sincere regret will be more effective than apologia, that is, an apology that is perceived to be given in defence of an accusation (Grebe, 2013) . In a similar way, one might expect that, in online consumer-organization dialogues, interactions between what and how occur as well. So far, interactions between strategic webcare decisions are unknown and could both weaken and strengthen each other. Future research should examine how the effect of one decision influences the effect of another decision. For now, we can only suggest organizations take this consideration into account.
Second, organizations should also consider the medium platform in which webcare is being practiced. Should one engage in webcare in all possible social media outlets including Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, review sites, and consumer forums? Research on webcare medium choice is scarce and the limited studies that have put forward assumptions about its effects do not appear to be very theory-driven. One of the assumptions in this respect is that responding in the same channel, that is, the channel in which the negative comment is also posted, is most effective. The rationale underlying this assumption is that with this strategy the organization is most likely to reach the right audience. Research demonstrates that people are inclined to search information about a crisis on the same media platform as the platform on which they first found out about the crisis (Austin et al., 2012) . The same might be true for online NWOM. To our knowledge, only one empirical effect study related to webcare channel choice is conducted. Van Noort and Willemsen (2012) reveal that proactive webcare demonstrates more conversational human voice, and thus more positive brand attitudes, in the realm of a brand-generated platform than in a consumer-generated platform. Reactive webcare was effective irrespective of the platform used. The authors reason that in a setting that is especially created for consumer-to-consumer interactions, unsolicited webcare interventions are perceived to be intrusive and out of place, which subsequently is likely to lead to boomerang effects. In a similar vein, Bekkers et al. (2013) argued that webcare interventions by public servants in online discussions could result in a big-brother-is-watching-you feeling among the observing audience. Thus perceptions of intrusiveness might be an important risk and the medium should be carefully considered before engaging in online interactions with complaining consumers. This is especially relevant, as research on crisis communication (i.e., responding to negative publicity) has demonstrated that medium choice (Twitter, blog or newspaper) has sometimes even stronger effects than the type of response strategy used (e.g., apology; Schultz et al., 2011) . In sum, although only a few studies touch upon the issue of medium choice, they draw the general picture that medium choice influences the effectiveness of webcare interventions. Because research is scarce at this point in time, it is hard to provide practical guidelines for webcare medium choice, but it is clear that organizations should carefully select the online platforms in which they want to engage with complaining consumers.
A third question concerns the net result of engaging in webcare over time. Although this chapter demonstrates that webcare is an effective tool in support for reputation management, customer care, and marketing, one might question whether webcare is the holy grail in the long run. As online communication facilitates prompt interactions, webcare can facilitate more convenient complaint handling processes than traditional channels allow. Organizations worry that this approach might provoke a complaining culture. If webcare is the norm, complaining may become the norm as well, thereby leading to a negative spiral of effects: a complaining audience results in negative online sentiment and negative publicity, which in turn, negatively influences evaluations of the organization and eventually sales. Preliminary research, however, seems to indicate that such concerns are less legitimate when organizations facilitate easy and satisfying complaint handling through traditional channels. Ward and Ostrom (2006) conclude that people are most likely to voice their complaints online in case of double deviation; that is, repeated failures of complaint handling through traditional complaint channels (Ward and Ostrom, 2006) . Similarly, Willemsen et al. (2012) demonstrate that 68 per cent of the consumers had filed their complaints through traditional customer care channels before deciding to post their complaints online. Thus, webcare should be part and parcel of a customer care policy that is of high quality overall. Yet, a responsive webcare approach does raise certain expectations among consumers and stakeholders. Bekkers et al. (2013) reasoned for governmental interference in online dialogues: "within a communicative approach, a government agency has to be sincere and consistent in its behaviour, in terms of giving serious attention to citizens' wishes and grievances, and providing room for real cooperation in designing policies". For the private sector, the same logic applies. When professionally dealing with negative comments, a company communicates that it is open to criticism. When an organization does not live up to these expectations, this might create triple deviation situations similar to the one that is discussed as part of the Chevy case . As long-term effects of webcare interventions are unknown, the best advice for now is to adopt an integrative approach to webcare management, involving also the customer care department (amongst others).
A fourth question relates to the context in which a webcare response is posted. Although context is a rather broad concept, particularly relevant in this respect is the surrounding sentiment. The studies discussed in this chapter usually examine the effects of a response in reply to a single negative comment. In reality, negative comments are posted adjacent to, or in response to, other (negative) comments. The overall sentiment of all these comments is likely to influence the effectiveness of webcare. Indeed, a recent study shows that an organization has to put more effort in addressing a negative comment when it is surrounded by other negative comments than when it is surrounded by mainly positive comments (Purnawirawan, 2012) . Another important context factor is the organization's history with a consumer. In this respect, the effectiveness of a webcare response might differ for consumers who did or did not have a strong relationship with the organization to begin with. A strong consumer-organization relationship can strengthen consumers' feelings of injustice when organizations fail to solve the problem in a satisfying way, thereby leading to revenge behaviour such as NWOM. This "love becomes hate effect" (e.g., Gregoire and Fisher, 2008) , might explain why Janelle, as a "loyal customer" (see Figure 4 .1, excerpt W1) and "a proud Chevy owner" (see excerpt A1), reacted so strongly to the failed recovery attempt of Chevrolet. Thus, in webcare, it is important that the organization is attentive to who it is dealing with because an inadequate response to a loyal consumer can do more harm than good.
Notes
1 . Authors equally contributed to this work. 2 . Although the practice of webcare has its origin in the private sector, non-profit organizations and governmental institutions increasingly engage in webcare as well (Bekkers et al., 2013) . Nevertheless, most of the research addressing webcare is conducted in the context of for-profit organizations. However, we will use the term "organizations" throughout the chapter to refer to commercial for-profit organizations, as well as (semi) governmental organizations and not-for-profit organizations, such as charities, as all types of organizations now face the challenge of effectively dealing with negative comments with webcare.
